A taxonomic and nomenclatural history of the moss genus Pterogonium Sw. is outlined and the illegitimacy of this name is confirmed. Nogopterium Crosby & W. R. Buck, the name of a new genus erected to replace the illegitimate Pterogonium, is accepted as validly published. This genus consists of five species, two of which, N. coreense (Cardot) Tad. Suzuki and N. tenellum (Tad. Suzuki & Z. Iwats.) Tad. Suzuki, have only recently been transferred to this genus. The transfer of the fifth species, N. tsilingense (P. C. Chen) Tad. Suzuki ex Ochyra & Bedn.-Ochyra, comb. nov., is effected in the present account.
The moss genus Pterogonium Sw. was described by Swartz (1799: 12, 26-27) , but as a pre-startingpoint name, which for Musci (except Sphagnaceae) is conventionally fixed for 1 January 1801 (McNeill et al. 2012) , it was not validly published. A single species, P. gracile Sw., was included in the genus, but 'Pterigynandrum H. [edwig] ' was also parenthetically cited as a synonym. The generic name Pterogonium was validated in an anonymous review published on 1 June 1801 in Monthly Review (Anonymous 1801). Yet it was illegitimate when published, as Pterigynandrum Hedw. was included as a synonym. The latter is also a pre-starting-point name, but it was validated on 1 January 1801 in Species muscorum frondosorum (Hedwig 1801) . Three species were included in Pterigynandrum, namely P. gracile Hedw., P. julaceum Hedw. and P. filiforme Hedw., but none was indicated as type. As no type of Pterogonium was indicated it is automatically typified by the type of Pterigynandrum, when such a type is selected.
Despite its illegitimacy, Pterogonium has gained wide acceptance. The genus was soon redescribed by Smith (1802) , who, in English botany, placed in it two species, P. gracile (Hedw.) Sm.
and Hypnum smithii Dicks. ex Hedw. This concept was repeated two years later by Smith (1804) in his Flora britannica; the only difference was the formal transfer of H. smithii to Pterogonium as P. smithii (Hedw.) Sm. In the nineteenth century no less than 32 Pterogonium species were described as new to science from throughout the world and, additionally, about 40 species were transferred to this genus (Wijk et al. 1967 (Wijk et al. , 1969 (Schimper 1851a: 125 ['Wir glauben jede dieser beiden Arten {i.e., Pterigynandrum gracile and P. filiforme} zum Typus einer eigenen Gattung machen zu müssen, um so jede ezwungene Vereinigung zu vermeiden.']), and this concept of the two genera has been widely adopted by bryologists. However, our rules make this latter designation ineffective under the provisions of Art. 7.5 of the current Code (McNeill et al. 2012) , because Pterogonium is automatically typified by the type of Pterigynandrum, that is, P. filiforme.
The illegitimacy of Pterogonium has long been overlooked; this name has consistently been used in Floras, catalogues, checklists and atlases of mosses, including Index muscorum (Wijk et al. 1967) , Index nominum genericorum (plantarum) (Farr et al. 1979 ) and Names in current use for extant plant genera (Greuter et al. 1993) . Since the Paris Code (Lanjouw et al., 1956) , Pterogonium, along with Pterigynandrum and Leptohymenium Schwägr., was included in the list of generic names against which Platygyrium Schimp. was conserved. The last time it appeared in that list was in the Tokyo Code (Greuter et al. 1994) , but from the Saint Louis Code (Greuter et al. 2000) onward it has been editorially deleted, doubtless because its illegitimacy was noted. Accordingly, the relevant entry for Pterogonium has been corrected in the online edition of Index nominum genericorum (plantarum) (http://botany.si.edu/ing/ genusSearchTextMX.cfm).
It is worth noting that Balsamo and De Notaris (1834: 110) established the family Pterogoniaceae (as ordo Pterogonoideae); this name was formed from the generic name Pterogonium. However, this name is illegitimate because, under Art. 18.3 of the Melbourne Code (McNeill et al. 2012) , it was based on the illegitimate generic name. Otherwise it would be the oldest available name for the family Leucodontaceae Schimp. which was established more than two decades later (Schimper 1860 ) and is in current use (Ochyra et al. 2003; Goffinet et al. 2009 Suzuki and Iwatsuki (2012) described one new species of Pterogonium from Japan and included in it two other Asian species. However, Suzuki's (2016) attempt to transfer these three names to Nogopterium was only partly correct.
There is no validation of any new combination in Nogopterium on p. 138 of Suzuki's (2016) Revised New Catalog, but an explicit, full and direct reference appears under the basionym entry on pages 166 and 167 for both P. The third species, Pterogonium tsilinengense (P. C. Chen) Tad. Suzuki & Z. Iwats. was validly published at species rank in the 2012 paper (Suzuki & Iwatsuki 2012) . However, the combination Nogopterium tsilinengense was not validly published by a full and direct reference to it on p. 167 of the Revised New Catalog (Suzuki 2016) , because, in compliance with Art. 41.7 of the current Code (McNeill et al. 2012) , it is not the basionym of the intended new combination. So that combination is made herein.
The correct authorships of the names of the remaining three species of Nogopterium and basionyms are as follows:
Nogopterium coreense (Cardot) Tad. Suzuki 
